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Sub-theme 04
Paradigms and Methods of Diversity Scholarship

An intersectional approach to gender and leadership development: Juxtaposing critical understandings of multiple identities, the ontology of leadership, and discourses of diversity management

Aims and contributions
This paper is chiefly concerned with critically articulating the conceptual relationships between potential multiple identity (dis)advantages facing women and the effectiveness of leadership development practices. Although leadership development has been systematically studied in recent years (e.g. Day, Fleenor, Atwater, Sturm, and McKee, 2014; Ely, Ibarra, and Kolb, 2011), much less is known about its relation to gender (Ely et al, 2011). Furthermore, even less has been written about leadership development from the theoretical perspective of intersectionality (McCall, 2005; Sanchez-Hucles and Davis, 2010; Walby, Armstrong and Strid, 2012). 
	These gaps in our knowledge inhibit the development of a sound understanding of the impact of multiple identity intersections in developing appropriate leadership development and diversity management responses within and across organisations. In general, the relative novelty of explicitly bringing together gender, leadership development, intersectionality and diversity management as a conceptually interrelated quartet seems likely to be mutually enriching for critically evaluating all of these topics. Just as diversity is itself intersectional in nature, the intersection of these four topics helps promote an emic, personalised perspective on diversity that privileges the emergent complexity of diverse organisational actors’ experiences embedded in context, as opposed to a more dispassionate etic perspective, which tends to impose a more limited set of pre-established fixed categories on diversity at work (Tatli and Özbilgin, 2012). 
Similarly, another main purpose of this conceptual paper is to adopt and elaborate upon a relatively anti-essentialist notion of leadership development that resists reifying or reducing leadership, in order to view it through more contextualised, pluralistic, ambivalent, and at times problematic, theoretical lenses (e.g. Kezar, 2004; Kelly, 2014; Wood, 2005). In terms of links between leadership and diversity, this also shifts the explanatory emphasis away from those who happen to be “multi-privileged” (Pease, 2010), and toward the integration of multiple inequalities across a leadership development agenda. Such critical re-readings of the ontology of leadership are further juxtaposed and interfaced with related critical re-readings of literatures on multiple identities and diversity management to highlight corresponding inadequacies in leadership development. Furthermore, this paper uses intersectionality as a theoretical lens and MBA programs as an illustrative example of an applied domain or microcosm where all these tensions are at play and in play. 
The final contribution of this paper to organisation studies and diversity scholarship lies in drawing methodological and practical implications for engaging leadership development more effectively in an intersectional fashion, not just in terms of gender, but also with more holistic and contextualised reference to the interstitial conditions created by critical, theoretically enriched understandings of identity, diversity, and leadership. 

Critical analysis and theoretical elaboration of key conceptual inter-relationships 

Leadership development and gender
Leadership development is widely advocated in academic literature, practitioner reports, and policy documents as being a key contributor to effective organisational performance (Day et al, 2014). It is generally considered strategically important for organisations of all types in securing sustained competitive advantage in dynamic business environments (Leskiw and Singh, 2007), and offers potential returns on development investment (RODI) that, although very variable, can run to highs of over 200% (Avolio, Avey and Quisenberry, 2010). Leadership development research has emerged largely in the last 25 years, a more recent and distinct concern stemming from discussions of leadership more generally, which span more than a century (Day et al, 2014).  Thus definitions of leadership development stem from corresponding definitions of leadership adopted, making single and unitary definitions elusive from the outset (Day and Harrison, 2007). Nevertheless, general, relatively unrestricted definitions tend to have the concept as involving “ongoing processes whereby leaders and followers gain self-awareness and establish open, transparent, trusting and genuine relationships, which in part may be shaped and impacted by planned interventions such as training” (Avolio and Gardner, 2005: 322).
	In some of his seminal efforts to understand and explain leadership development, David Day draws a key distinction between intrapersonal and interpersonal processes ((e.g. Day, 2001; Day and Harrison, 2007). Intrapersonal leader development emphasises the behaviours, traits and personalities that need to be developed to enhance and protect the human capital of individual leaders (Day, 2001), while the interpersonal leadership development approach focuses on the development of interactional, dynamic and relational dimensions of leadership capacity that take into consideration the wider social contexts and sources of social capital shaping leadership practice (Day, 2001). 
	The particularly interpersonal aspect of leadership (rather than leader) development seems to take understandings of leadership further towards the assertion that the broader social, discursive, and organisational context embodied by, and surrounding the leader, matters (Fairhurst, 2009; Johns, 2001, 2006). This resonates with emerging views of leadership that understand it as increasingly relational, complex, and socially constructed (DeRue and Ashford, 2012; Uhl-Bien, 2006; Uhl-Bien, Marion, and McKelvey, 2007). Proceeding from within this frame, leadership theory has thus become increasingly concerned with leadership as constituted by the emergent, dialogical and interactive links between reflexive actors, organisational contexts, discourses, institutions, and other interrelated social structures and their characteristics (Cunliffe and Eriksen, 2011; Edwards and Meliou, 2015). However, in the specific case of leadership development, progress in this direction has been hampered by the fact that the majority of research has implicitly privileged functionalist assumptions, rather than including more interpretive, critical, and dialogic discourses of leadership development, where the political, institutional, and cultural conditions that give shape to leaders’ experiences, relationships, and identities might be better accounted for (Mabey, 2013). 
One way of better engaging these relational, contextual advancements in understanding leadership lies in the call for a correspondingly advanced developmental agenda for bringing women, gender, and diversity into leadership development (Eagly and Carli, 2007; Eagly and Chin, 2010), particularly given that one of the most common inequalities in organisations is that manifested in hierarchical (leadership) positions, which are themselves inherently complex and relational (Tilly, 2000). According to Acker (2006:445), “hierarchies are usually gendered and racialized, especially at the top...The image of the successful organisation and the successful leader share many of the same characteristics, such as strength, aggressiveness and competitiveness”. Perhaps unsurprisingly then, much organisational gender research highlights the gaps at senior levels; with women being dramatically underrepresented and their pathways to the top remaining challenging (Catalyst, 2011; Eagly and Carli, 2007; Ibarra, Ely, and Kolb, 2013; KPMG 2014). The gap widens for women of colour, who account for 12% of the managerial and professional workforce in the U.S., and a scant 0.6% of Fortune 500-directors (Ely, Ibarra, and Kolb, 2011). Organisations’ equal opportunity policies and diversity training, prohibiting sex discrimination and fostering inclusion at all levels (Anand and Winters, 2008), thus appear to have failed to close the gender gap, reinforcing arguments that impediments to women’s advancements are complex and elusive (Eagly, 2005; Ibarra et al., 2013; Ryan and Haslam, 2007). 
Taking a more critical, deeper look at the relevant processes, a number of commentators suggest that leadership roles and leadership development are not gender-neutral, and that gender is an integral part of their performance (Eagly, 2005; Fletcher, 2004). A growing body of work thus more explicitly explores the gender dynamics involved in becoming a leader, and furthermore, focuses on designing leadership development programmes specifically addressed to women (Debebe, 2011; Vinnicombe and Singh, 2002).  However, to some extent these programs can still be critiqued in terms of their tendencies to take on various flawed forms, including “an add-women-and-stir-approach” (Martin and Meyerson, 1998), which merely focuses on delivering the same content to women that is delivered to men, as well as a “fix-the-women” approach (Ely and Meyerson, 2000), placing women at the periphery and construing them as lacking and in deficit, so that they must be taught the skills their male counterparts possess. In short, they seem to fall short of the fully relational and contextual understandings of leadership and leadership development outlined above.
To some extent, however it is framed, the acknowledgement of gender in explaining leadership development represents an important awareness-raising step in releasing scholars and practitioners from more gender-blind rational actor models of leadership. Welcome as this argument may be though, gender nonetheless still tends to be understood as an abstract organising principle, reified and asymmetrically segregated (i.e. we have women-only programs, but no men-only ones), and so any more specific difficulties women face are liable to be conceived of crudely as idiosyncratically individual or alternatively, uniform group-based problems that need to be fixed, but typically only in a generic or reactive way. Leadership development arguably then remains relatively devoid of more complex political or cultural economic issues surrounding gender, where instead more depoliticised categorical understandings are favoured, ones that seek to subordinate gender and individuals to prevailing functionalist leadership discourse, meaning that at higher levels, leaving an organisation is the only way for women to readily emancipate themselves (Anderson, Vinnicombe and Singh, 2010). In leadership development discourse, such as it is, gender becomes an isolated, unidimensional, categorical given; a locked-in subsidiary issue beholden to more overarching discourse, and in this way somewhat trivialised, incomplete, segregated from other organisational issues and devoid of vital relational, contextual, intersectional content. Under this view, gender is a limiting assumption, inhibiting views of gender-based leadership development simply as something relatively problematic to be overcome in a ‘gender-only’ fashion. 
As a result of these tendencies, inequalities connected to gender are thus circumvented and reproduced in various unconscious, socially constructed, or neoliberal forms, as well as these forms generally remaining poorly understood (e.g. Ibarra et al., 2013; Skeggs, 1988; Williams 2013). By making actors the primary, one-dimensional focus of analysis in leadership development, both research and practice often tend to omit the intersectional, gendered nature of leadership in which the feminine is devalued at the very inception of a hierarchical social-organisational system, a charge that can also be levelled more broadly at the general rhetoric of the ‘business case’ for diversity, which tends to individualise the responsibilities of employees, stereotype groups for the benefit of the organisation, dilute more substantively coordinated solutions, and redirect attention away from more systematic and/or complex forms of exclusion and inequality (Perriton, 2009; Wrench, 2005). 
Recent work that is critical of these approaches is therefore suggesting that leadership development programs should better address the distinct cultural, political, and organisational realities women face that stem from historical developments concerning gender; particularly those that activate gender stereotypes on women’s influence and leadership behaviour in the workplace (Stead, 2014; Stead and Elliott, 2013). Yet many programs and practices persist in focusing on developing women leaders’ identity and fostering their sense of agency in a fairly generic, prescriptive, and performative way, often in a correspondingly essentialist, reductionist, and deviant relation to a male ‘phantom’ or norm (Billing, 2011), rather than addressing the more disruptive influences or subtle, contradictory barriers organisations erect to their leadership advancement (Stead and Elliott, 2013). Thus further work seems crucial to clarify the complex interrelationships between intersectional identities, reflexivity, and agency from within power and discourse-based contexts of leadership development and diversity management. Notably, if singular or general explanations of stereotypical gender behaviours are over-emphasised, there is the danger of obscuring wider structures and more complex underlying systems that feed into local interactions, producing more intersectional effects with significantly greater explanatory power (Ely and Padavic, 2007; Younge, 2010). 

Intersectionality and gender
In this paper we would like to build on and complement key intersectionality frameworks, primarily by grappling with and refining a more intersectional approach to leadership development (McCall, 2005; Walby et al., 2012). Giving due attention to intersectionality is valuable here, given that it can enable us to better open the ‘black box’ of the mediating, socially constructed effects of diversity and difference, in such a way that can speak to and sustain the concerns of all women (Sanchez-Hucles and Davis, 2010). Intersectionality, often discussed in relation to gender studies and seminal work by Crenshaw (1989; 1991) concerning the marginalisation of the lived experiences of black women, continues to offer a promising theoretical, interdisciplinary basis for understanding the multiple intersecting social relations between and within socially disadvantaged groups, without over-generalising or underplaying them. In spite of this, its potential still remains relatively under-appreciated in fields concerned with management, work and employment relations (McBride, Hebson, and Holgate, 2014), something we are trying to remedy with this paper.
By reviewing various conceptualisations of intersectionality and their critiques (e.g. Choo and Ferree, 2010; Nash, 2008), we move the focus beyond the ongoing managerial activities of organising leadership, toward a more sensitive conception of inequalities as arising from socially constructed, systemic webs of forces, categories, dimensions, and social structures. We argue that diversity increasingly demands careful sensemaking activity to ensure effective organising (e.g. Evans, 2007; Tomlinson and Egan, 2002), as well as strategies for managing dilemmas or paradoxes (Lewis, 2000; Schneider and Northcraft, 1999). In sum, acknowledging intersectionality in leadership development means greater reflection on variation by context, giving greater attention to dynamic processes that capture both the agency of  individuals in making the world they inhabit, as well as the enabling and constraining forces of the world as it has been produced (Walby et al., 2012). Developing these ideas enable us to offer critical contributions to debates on leadership and identity, as well as responding to calls for more contextualised, critical paradigms in diversity management (Tatli and Özbilgin, 2012; Zanoni, Janssens, Benschop, and Nkomo, 2010). 
Intersectionality in a general sense obscures a more specific set of positions around the stable or fluid categorical complexities of social reality (Hancock, 2007; McCall, 2005), including whether enduring categories can be said to viably exist at all, with corresponding implications for the phenomenology, conceptualisation and operationalisation of diversity and inequalities. Nevertheless, a general advantage of any intersectional perspective, and any adopted in relation to gender and leadership, lies in it representing a useful attempt to mediate between the asocial and acontextual excesses of individualism-based views at one extreme, and the homogenising and simplifying dangers of abstract group categories and prototypes at the other.  Intersectionality is in sympathy with, and mutually enriched by, theoretical and philosophical perspectives like complexity theory and critical realism (Walby et al., 2012), which we would again seek to argue have important parallels in developing critical understandings of leadership, identity, and diversity, which all arguably need to maintain a comprehensive focus on both agency and structure, without reducing too much to either. Keeping such theoretical perspectives in mind whilst considering studying intersectionality thus helps in trying to maintain a related series of difficult simultaneous balancing acts between stability and change, structure and process, symmetry and asymmetry, the whole and the parts, prominence and invisibility, and the agency of the disadvantaged versus wider power structures and powerful agents (Walby et al., 2012). 
Debates continue about the competing statuses of intersectionality as theory, paradigm, and/or methodology, as well as the potential contributions to be made by applying it to other fields of study than feminist scholarship alone, including the study of work and employment (McBride et al., 2014). Intersectional analyses also need to be clear about how they relate to multiple levels of analysis, from the identity constructions of individuals, through various levels of shared symbolic discourse, and up to the influences of very broad, systemic societal and historical processes (Choo and Ferree, 2010; Winker and Degele, 2011). 
We would argue that for organisation studies, intersectionality keeps these debates firmly on the table, and can be applied to more specific areas of leadership, work-life balance, and diversity management to continue to encourage a focus that is contextual, multi-level, relational, process-oriented and multi-dimensional in its treatment of diversities and inequalities (Özbilgin, Beauregard, Tatli and Bell, 2011; Syed and Özbilgin, 2009; Tatli and Özbilgin, 2012). In terms of studying gender in management too then, intersectionality can help to continue to explicitly reveal aspects of gendered power and hierarchies that might otherwise become closed back down, believed to be solved, or remain unquestioned (Broadbridge and Simpson, 2011). For example, black female leaders may be persisting in leadership roles in highly distinctive ways and using distinctive styles worthy of more investigation and development, such as acting as cautious ‘tempered radicals’ able to work within the current system whilst also trying to act as a political change agent where possible (Alston, 2005; Meyerson and Scully, 1995).
Intersectionality can also be used to incorporate better needed understandings of masculinities in organisations, often reflecting a dominant group, but through its complex social relations to, and intersections with, other categories such as ‘Whiteness’ in the case of race and class (Ariss, Özbilgin, Tatli and April, 2014). That said, as well as through considering power and privilege, studying masculinity as part of organisational diversity and leadership development also keeps men included and co-opted in terms of how their own intersectional identities may be evolving or open to change – their conjoined identities as fathers taking on greater parental responsibilities around work being a case in point (Humberd, Ladge, and Harrington, 2015). Discourses of masculinity vary contextually, and have been shown to be intertwined with notions of leadership, development and other practices at work (Galloway, Kapasi and Sang, 2015; Hale, 2012; McCabe and Knights, 2015). 
Overall, however, we do not wish to argue intersectionality to be some sort of panacea for studying diversity and leadership development. If anything, intersectionality can at times prove to be unwieldy, over-inclusive, and difficult to manage in terms of its implications. That said, this is also part of its appeal; it can contribute to a disrupted, complex sense of identities at play in organisational structures, processes, and practices. Our contribution here is to explore the irony that intersectionality is itself intersectional in its applications, and to develop an intersectional theory of intersectionality and gendered leadership development. We do this by intersecting intersectionality itself with critical re-readings of several other intersecting topics in sections to follow, including identities in organisations, the ontology of leadership, and diversity management discourses. 

Social identity theory versus critical readings of multiple identities
We would argue that identities, specifically multiple configurations of identities, are a major (albeit not the sole) preoccupation of intersectionality (e.g. Kang and Bodenhausen, 2015). Furthermore, understanding how gender identity itself is criss-crossed with other axes of inequality and dimensions of diversity that are less well articulated or studied is of particular importance in leadership development, given that diverse leaders, under social identity theory, for example, need to somehow craft, influence and prototypically represent shared social representations of followers (Hogg, van Knippenberg, and Rast III, 2012a). Globalization can also be argued to have given rise to more multi-faceted identities that differ in form and content (Arnett, 2002). Given the obvious difficulty of a leader trying to be ‘all things to all people’ (including themselves) amidst relatively complex workforce and intergroup diversity (Hogg, van Knippenberg, and Rast III, 2012b), a greater critical elaboration of and accounting for intersectional identities can help to contribute to understanding these difficulties, both in leadership theory and leadership development practice. 
Social identity theory (SIT) and its closely related sister theory, self-categorisation theory (SCT) have a well-established legacy of almost half a century now in social psychology (Hornsey, 2008), around a quarter of a century of informing organisational research (Ashforth and Mael, 1989), and a couple of decades as applied to leadership more specifically (Steffens et al., 2014). The general argument is that individuals have personal identities, but more importantly, dynamically categorise themselves into various shared social identities according to particular salient referent groups, determined by various contextual conditions, that can be considered ‘in-groups’, which are often (although not always) compared favourably in contrast with more negatively viewed other ‘out-groups’ (Haslam, 2001). Under this view, a leader is someone who has come to be perceived as a prototypical in-group member by others in the group, and therefore leadership development would be conceived of as a process of becoming and learning to embody, manage and even craft and enact these shared social representations of identity (Steffens et al., 2014). 
The social identity approach has rarely been subjected to critical re-readings, at least not from those working from outside its immediate scholarly community. It is interesting to consider in this way here for several reasons. First, it has been applied extensively to leadership, but much less so to leadership development per se. Second, it has evolved in interesting ways to try to account for multiple identities, yet without ever really entering into dialogue with any parallel literature on intersectionality, perhaps due in part to different disciplinary preoccupations. Third, it has remained largely positivistic in outlook and quantitative in method, arguably precluding more critical engagements with its tenets, and inevitably shaping the way it has made identities a subject of study. Fourth, within its own community of scholarship, volumes on social identity theory and organisation have started to try and highlight how the perspective is vulnerable to misinterpretations (e.g. Haslam, van Knippenberg, Platow and Ellemers, 2003; Hogg and Terry, 2001). Finally, other work in management and organisation studies offers alternative discourses on ‘identity work’ and identities that may well be complementary to the social identity approach and stand to be better synthesised with it for mutual enrichment (Brown, 2015).
For its own part, social identity theory research has evolved in interesting ways to try to accommodate and understand multiple identity effects, albeit only from its own essentialist, functionalist, managerial, and supposedly objectivist perspective, and in relative isolation from intersectionality debates, despite sharing similar problems and concerns. There are often assumptions that blur levels of analysis or that identities can be readily manipulated in responses to contingencies (Pratt and Foreman, 2000). There has also been evidence gathered to support that there may be multiple, competing subgroup identities to be potentially assimilated and reconciled under more common, overarching superordinate identities to reduce intergroup bias (Gaertner and Dovidio, 2000; Hornsey and Hogg, 2000). 
As individuals, we are likely to vary in our ability to perceive identity complexity (and hence intersectionality) in terms of our assumed correlation or conflation of aspects of categories (Roccas and Brewer, 2002), although if ‘cross-cutting’ aspects of categories (i.e. simultaneous comparisons that may reveal similarities across categories well as differences) are presented in a salient way, then intergroup bias may be reduced and alternative identifications fostered (e.g. Crisp and Turner, 2011). However, if categories do not cross-cut, and instead subgroups align in perceived opposition to one another on more than one aspect (e.g. old white men vs. young Asian women), then the strength of dividing ‘faultlines’ will increase, often having a negative influence in starkly separating identity groups (Thatcher and Patel, 2012). If identity conflicts run deep they can become ‘intractable’ and need to be carefully resolved to bring them in line with one another again (Fiol, Pratt and O’Connor, 2009). If dealt with in a deeper, more considered manner they may lead to constructive reframing and positive individual and organisational change, and if not, they may simply continue to resurface (Horton, Bayerl and Jacobs, 2014). Multiple identifications may be conditioned by and manifested in structures like hierarchies (Horton, McClelland and Griffin, 2014), and identification as a state is proposed to vary in its strength, in some cases tending towards ambivalence and disidentification (Kreiner and Ashforth, 2004). 
In sum, this body of social identity work has evolved to increasingly consider multiple identities and the many forms and configurations they can take, but continues to take quite a functionalist, essentialist and abstracted view of identities, and we would argue is thus lacking the content, context, critical engagement, and process emphasis that an intersectionality approach has the potential to add. This is where social identity theory approaches, highly psychological, positivistic, and group-level in tone, might be better bridged with alternative sociological, qualitative, critical and/or sensemaking approaches to identity that see it more as ‘identity work’ or ‘provisional selves’ (Ashforth, Harrison, and Corley, 2008; Brown, 2015; Ibarra, 1999; Ibarra and Petriglieri, 2010), restoring a more thoroughgoing, processual sense of politics, context, reflexivity, metaphor, narrative, discourse, sensemaking, change, and agency to the domain of multiple identity negotiation (Ewing, 1998; Ibarra and Barbulescu, 2010; Pratt, Rockmann and Kaufmann, 2006; Ramarajan, 2014). Another important part of these identity work processes that has only been sporadically researched and needs further integration is the interplay between identity as perceived by organisational agents themselves, and image, concerning how they are socially perceived by external agents (Dutton and Dukerich, 1991; Gioia, Schultz and Corley, 2000). 
Our overall conclusion regarding social identity theory and broader identity literature pertaining to organisations would be that, whatever the exact ontology and epistemology of identity adopted, intersectionality can add something more; anchoring disparate work, integrating it, making it explicit, and grounding various developments in a more parsimonious way by acknowledging the multiplicity, interactivity, construction, and fluidity of identities from the outset. Given the relative abundance of pre-existing work on identity, it seems unlikely that entirely novel theorisations will emerge; rather, what seems important is to problematise the notion of identity as it exists in relation to critical conceptions of diversity and leadership. As for leadership development more specifically, this has been linked to a focus on developing various identities and identifications (Day and Harrison, 2007), although again only from a fairly limited, functionalist perspective, rather than a more critically engaged treatment of identity construction as plural, fluid, intersecting, and contested (Carroll and Levy, 2010; Mabey, 2013). In terms of gender, various forms of bias can interfere with the identity work of women leaders (Ely et al., 2011), but thus far such discussions have been relatively confined to one-dimensional stereotypes, biases, and micro-behaviours, rather than critically engaging with leadership, diversity, and intersectionality more systemically.



Critical, contextualised, and embodied readings of the ontology of leadership
	As noted above, theorisations of leadership have tended to evolve in various directions away from a simple, person-centred – or even masculine, androcentric – ontology based on leaders, followers, and shared goals, and towards perspectives that acknowledge the complex, relational, distributed, and socially constructed nature of leadership (Drath et al., 2008). We would argue that there are even further theoretical developments here worthy of greater attention, if the psychological, cultural, and political economy or capital of leadership is to be fully understood in a more critical light. If we consider the problematic nature of identity construction outlined above, then leadership development remains equally problematised in terms of the ontological notion of leadership that is being worked towards – how can we be sure what a ‘real’ leader or leadership looks like, what does becoming a leader actually entail, how does diversity and intersectionality serve to constitute leaders, and how do leaders exist and sustain an embedded existence against wider dynamic contexts? 
	Leadership’s discursive relations with gender and identity have, perhaps unsurprisingly, been found to be contradictory, ambiguous, and plural (Collinson, 2005; Ford, 2006). Accounts of leadership, and indeed leadership development, have tended to be either functionalist or interpretive (Mabey, 2013), but other critically reflexive perspectives are possible and under-explored, ones that don’t totally do away with leadership entirely, but seek to performatively reconstruct it in more ethical and emancipatory modes, questioning and exploring power structures, assumptions, and discourses around possibilities for change (Alvesson and Spicer, 2012). More open explorations of dynamics of power, resistance, and struggle around leadership development contexts are in their infancy, but recent work shows that they need to be accounted for, as participants may resist the identities being fashioned for them, and that critical discussions of leadership can prove a beneficial part of the development process if allowed to surface (Carroll and Nicholson, 2014). 
	One important conceptual shift here is away from leaders as individuals, as noted above, but also towards leadership as distributed, politicised, and practiced in a multiplicity of emergent ways in daily interaction (Crevani, Lindgren, and Packendorff, 2010; Cunliffe and Eriksen, 2011). Contextually, this can reveal more nuanced ontological understandings of leadership scenarios, where teams of leaders sit across an uneven landscape of leaderlessness, leadership deficits or surpluses, and other ambiguous spaces characterised by varying agency and discursive framings (Chreim, 2015). Leadership also makes inevitable reflexive references to different institutional logics of surrounding social orders, be they family businesses, markets, communities, professions, and so on (Edwards and Meliou, 2015). At an even more radical level, leadership can be conceived of as having a ‘negative ontology’, one that questions its very existence, seeing it at something that serves ideological functions and means nothing in itself, save being an empty space into which many possible meanings or substitutes can be placed and navigated (Kelly, 2014; Kerr and Jermier, 1978).
	Pushing these perspectives further can mean deconstructing humanist, modernist views of leadership further, but at the same time reconstructing leadership to place restored emphasis on its embodied and materialised aspects. Leadership is not just about doing and having, but also about levels of being and existence (Fry and Kriger, 2009); set against a phenomenological landscape of other people, gendered and intersectionally diverse bodies, as well as non-human objects and symbolic artifacts (Hawkins, 2015). Embodiment and materiality can also be taken to include how intersectionally diverse organisational actors or leaders experience time, place, and space (e.g. Riach, Rumens, and Tyler 2014; Ropo, Sauer, and Salovaara, 2013). Although such turns do not automatically free leadership discourse from gender discrimination and other obscured power relations, they can challenge us to open up new considerations of female gender identity as multiple and intersectionally fluid, rather than simply just the opposite of the male and masculine (Fotaki, Metcalfe, and Harding, 2014; Galloway et al., 2015). The embodiment and physical capital of women and men at work is itself a crucial aspect of gendered identity formation, legitimisation, and leadership development (Haynes, 2012; Kelan, 2012; Monaghan, 2002). 

Critical and contextualised readings of diversity management
	As well as critical re-readings of identity and leadership that disrupt more traditional, functionalist understandings of those concepts, a third parallel critical engagement that can be positioned as relevant to intersectional leadership development lies in work that engages discourses of diversity, (in)equality, and diversity management practices. 	
	Most literature on diversity management in organisations has tended to focus on a holistic set of human resources (HR) practices like training, mentoring, selection, and adhering to equal opportunities legislation, but without always identifying leadership development as diversity management per se (e.g. Anand and Winters, 2008; Kossek, Lobel, and Brown, 2006; Shen, Chanda, D’Netto and Monga, 2009). Yet it is self-evident that leaders themselves are intersectionally diverse and have to develop to lead intersectionally diverse followers in intersectional settings (Sanchez-Hucles and Davis, 2010; Werhane, 2007), with intersectionality making and reinforcing links to contextual themes such as cosmopolitanism, multiculturalism, and globalisation (Walby et al., 2012). 
	The literature on diversity management has been dominated by a relatively functionalist discourse, similar to that of the other components of this paper, and at the expense of more critical and contextualised readings of the power, justice, and inequality issues underpinning key differences (Tatli and Özbilgin, 2012; Zanoni, Janssens, Benschop and Nkomo, 2010). The critical body of work that does exist tends to oppose essentialist, categorical, and instrumental views of diversity, perhaps best represented by the ‘business case’ for diversity, the latter arguing that workforce differences can be exploited to achieve a range of positive organisational outcomes (Zanoni et al., 2010). The irony from an intersectional view is that the business case for diversity carries a range of harmful effects that obscure and evade hard choices about workplace equality and justice, namely by shutting out moral arguments, diluting diversity priorities across a large range of difference categories, and encouraging neoliberal individualising of employees to dilute their collective power (Kirton and Greene, 2006; Wrench, 2005). These problems can be particularly marked for women and their gender work in relation to leadership (Perriton, 2009). An additional irony is that despite the surrounding political, economic, cultural and institutional contexts, much existing diversity research remains depoliticised; we know broadly how employees experience softer practices, but less about how strategic decisions concerning diversity take form in the higher echelons (Kulik, 2014). Regarding women’s paths to the executive level, a recent study done across large organisations found evidence for ‘significant and cumulative limitations’ placed upon women across their lives and careers, suggesting that diversity management in the form of leadership development is not especially effective (Fitzsimmons, Callan, and Paulsen, 2013).
	Diversity evidently poses dilemmas within and across organisations, particularly in terms of buck-passing and diffused responsibility (e.g. Schneider and Northcraft, 1999). Diversity management becomes something discursively, critically understood and enacted in various ‘constellated’ ways by managers in organisation-specific contexts (Janssens and Zanoni, 2005; Zanoni and Janssens, 2004), who find it ‘easy to say, but difficult to do’ in terms of how and under what circumstances to treat various groups and individuals similarly and/or differently, or positively and/or negatively, globally or locally (Foster and Harris, 2005; Lauring, 2013). In line with this, diversity management discourses have been shown to be disjointed from practice (Tatli, 2011), to develop cyclically with each fashion antagonistic to the last (Oswick and Noon, 2014), and can lead to practices like selection becoming ‘hyper-formalised’ where their excessive formality can paradoxically lead to an undermining of the very equality objectives they were designed to achieve (Noon, Healy, Forson, and Oikelome, 2013). Equality and diversity officers are relatively constrained as change agents, depending on their levels of support, and struggle to critically engage with dominant diversity discourse (Kirton and Greene, 2006; Tatli et al., 2015). 
	More broadly and historically, the discourse of diversity itself has undergone several key turns or phases whose consequences linger on across the humanities and social sciences, ranging from roots in essentialist, biological discourse through towards attempts at more politically and culturally reflexive critiques of the very idea of managing diversity (Litvin, 1997; Lorbiecki and Jack, 2000), many of which have been highlighted in passing here. As with identity and leadership, critical performative stances appear necessary to understand how normative organisational boundaries and stances can be redrawn in broader, more tolerant ways to counter societal and institutional issues, including multicultural and intersectional practices that explicitly encourage the expression of diverse competencies and multiple identities (Janssens and Zanoni, 2014). Taking a postcolonial lens to analysing diversity management also offers novel ways of foregrounding modes of resistance to diversity management and the limits placed on the identity constructions of minorities (Jack, Calás, Nkomo, and Peltonen, 2008; Kalonaityte, 2010).  
	In sum, diversity management in organisations has been subject to an emergent and growing body of work – dating from about the mid-1990s onwards – that engages with it more critically and contextually than prevailing functionalist approaches that emphasise differences as essentialist, categorical, relatively static, and instrumental in fulfilling a business case. We would argue here that a fair amount of this work contains hints of intersectional thinking and positioning, for example using Bourdieu’s forms of capital as one way of theorising diverse intersectional inequalities in organisations (Tatli and Özbilgin, 2012), or relational frameworks on diversity management that theorise the need to map multiple, intersecting aspects of social, legal, cultural, historical, and international context alongside individual agency to fully understand how practices are gendered, transferred and deployed (Metcalfe and Woodhams, 2008; Syed and Özbilgin, 2009). 
	Intersectionality is thus one key perspective that is starting to be called on to be used more thoroughly to advance these critical understandings of gender and diversity management (Metcalfe and Woodhams, 2012). The crucial conclusion for the current analysis is that intersectionality can be most fruitfully applied to understanding gendered leadership development if done so conjointly with the domains of leadership (development) and diversity (namely, critical perspectives on its management), whilst acknowledging the intersectionality of these topics themselves (e.g. Eagly and Chin, 2010). 

The intersectional gendering of MBA programs: A domain of application
	As a brief illustrative example of a domain of application or microcosm that brings the above arguments on and interrelations between intersectionality, gender, identities, leadership, and diversity management into play, we can consider MBA programs and executive education. Nevertheless, this discussion can be presumed to apply to other leadership development initiatives and interventions, MBAs are selected here simply as a relatively high-profile, much-discussed, and prototypical example of a domain where leadership development takes place.
	Thus MBA programs are generally considered an important forum for leadership development globally (Edwards, Elliott, Iszatt-White, and Schedlitzki, 2013; Gill, 2004), although they may struggle to keep abreast of how the ontology of topics like leadership and diversity are changing and adapt to teaching them differently (Datar, Garvin and Cullen, 2011). At the same time, the MBA and business education more generally have been subject to critical reflections regarding their usefulness (Connolly, 2003; Currie and Knights, 2003; Sinclair, 1997), whether they undermine or fail to develop appropriate levels of professional-ethical thinking (Pfeffer and Fong, 2004; Ghoshal, 2005), and how they can serve to promote and reproduce harmful ideologies like managerialism and structural inequalities that perpetuate elites (Klikauer, 2013; Vaara and Faÿ, 2012). Management education and business schools also represent a space or domain for asserting, contesting, and constructing various professional and managerial identities (Sturdy, Brocklehurst, Winstanley, and Littlejohns, 2006), as well as being a site for identity work more generally (Grey and Mitev, 1999; Petriglieri and Petriglieri, 2010). Furthermore, teaching diversity is a potentially important component of MBAs and management education (Amoroso, Loyd and Hoobler, 2010; Avery and Thomas, 2004; Day and Glick, 2000), yet it has very rarely been discussed with explicit reference to intersectionality (see Ashcraft and Allen, 2009 for an exception with regards to critical management education), despite its increasingly acknowledged importance in (higher) education more generally (e.g. Cole, 2009; Renn, 2010; Smith, 2015; Unterhalter, 2012). 
	On top of all this, business schools and their MBAs are a particularly salient context for diversity given their notorious unfriendliness to women and gendered nature (New Yorker, 2013; Sinclair, 1997), with some small, tentative improvements to class interactions and materials being promised in recent years (Fortune, 2014), but also with some concerns that a ‘post-feminist’ climate may be operating to downplay gender issues (Kelan and Jones, 2010). Hence, drawing on critical management education and feminist perspectives, there have been calls, particularly in the work of Ruth Simpson, to try to ‘feminize’ MBA course in order to challenge its masculine content and design (Simpson, 2006; Simpson and Ituma, 2009). This is particularly important for men as well as women, who may learn less and pass through the program relatively unchallenged if MBAs simply reaffirm pre-existing masculinities (Simpson and Ituma, 2009). One solution has been to embark on a variety of ‘women-only’ support mechanisms and practices for leadership development, including women-only MBAs (Vinnicombe and Singh, 2002). Despite having some supplementary benefits for women’s learning, we would concur with Kelan and Jones (2010) in asserting that these constitute rather ‘obvious’ strategies, where more ‘subtle’ strategies that are less susceptible to backlash and benefit from the inclusion of all might be more crucial in securing lasting change. 
	Kelan and Jones’ (2010) subtle strategies include depicting men and women in non-traditional positions, rethinking how concepts are gendered, diversity awareness training, and informal groups for women. We would argue that even these solutions are a bit partial and simplistic, and could be further deepened and enriched by considering intersectionality as a way of transforming these kinds of initiatives into more effective forms. Intersectionality, if taught as part of a critical, reflexive pedagogy, represents ways to explore open dissent on MBAs and encourage reflexivity and sensemaking around the relational nature of identities, leadership, and diversity discourses (Cunliffe, 2009; Tomlinson and Egan, 2002). This serves to challenge the gendered nature of MBAs from the perspective of several intersecting directions simultaneously, reinforcing the likelihood of meaningful learning and self-critical change, whilst also minimising identity threats as intersectionality is recognised as a complex, overlapping tapestry running across individuals. Intersectionality becomes grounded in more focused critical discussions of leadership, identities, and diversity; and the gendered nature of MBAs can be challenged in mediated, inclusive ways through these inter-relationships. Sociologically speaking, intersectionality is an attempt to keep the complex and irreducible nature of diverse belongings and social hierarchies in play, and to avoid lapsing back into less dynamic discourses of integration, binaries, and essentialist categories of difference (Anthias, 2013). 
	To capture these arguments in schematic form, Figure 1 shown below presents an integrative model, summarising our intersectional theory of intersectionality and gendered leadership development.
---------------
INSERT FIGURE 1 HERE
---------------

Methodological and practical implications
	Taking the methodological implications first, we see several key ways forward in terms of researching the conceptual relationships outlined here. 
	First, much methodological debate and various suggested approaches already exist in the intersectionality literature (e.g. Bowleg, 2008; Winker and Degele, 2011), and to some extent these can be imported into organisation studies for further adaptation and refinement. Most positivistic or quantitative approaches (and some qualitative ones) as they currently stand in organisation studies are fairly additive in the way they approach variables (with occasional two- and three-way interactions) and thus fairly unsuitable for the complex, multi-dimensional nature of intersectionality research (Bowleg, 2008; Hancock, 2007). However, this does not rule out quantitative approaches entirely – social network analyses and latent class analyses (LCA) offer powerful ways of directly identifying diverse intersectional groups related by multiple ties and identities (Lawrence and Zyphur, 2010; Ramarajan, 2014), although careful accompanying interpretive work would be ideal for reinforcing these approaches. Methods should be geared towards new ways of studying the conjoined topics of leadership development, gendered identities, and diversity discourses more closely. At both extremes, this might mean considering multiple intersectional forms of privilege, whiteness, and elitism versus more under-studied diversity intersections, including non-work identities, for example (Ramarajan and Reid, 2013). As has been discussed, most intersectional scholars would agree on the general importance of considering intersectionality at multiple levels simultaneously and being explicit and transparent about the methodological stances taken toward the nature of categories, intersections, change dynamics, and context-specific priorities.
	Second, given the critical re-readings of the concepts in the model presented, we would advocate a methodological stance of critical performativity (Alvesson and Spicer, 2012; Wickert and Schaefer, 2015), one that approaches intersectional leadership development in accordance with the three principles of: circumspect care in openly discussing leadership with an array of respondents; progressive pragmatism in working to critically engage dominant discourses on their own terms; and working to uncover present potentialities that reveal entirely new possible ways of doing (or undoing) leadership. 
	Third, we advocate an ongoing methodological pluralism and experimentation for intersectional work in organisations (Woodhams and Lupton, 2014). Focusing in on parts of the model we have outlined brings a range of critical lenses into play that can – and are starting to be – used to study leadership development in relatively novel, emergent ways, including intersectional forces of structure vs. agency (e.g. Boogaard and Roggeband, 2010), the discourse analysis of intersectionally gendered leadership development positions (Fairhurst and Uhl-Bien, 2012; McCabe and Knights, 2015), material or embodied analyses of intersectional leadership development using visual methods (Kelan, 2012; Meyer, Höllerer, Jancsary and van Leeuwen, 2013), analyses that look at intersectional struggles for emancipation from identity categories (Huault, Perret, and Spicer, 2012), the sensemaking of multiple diverse identities (Kanji and Cahusac, 2015), and testing critical realist assumptions about intersectionality (Dy, Martin, and Marlow, 2014). 
	The conceptual areas of the model presented here provide their own intersections and junctures to which these methods can be applied for purposes of further theory-testing and theory-building; by asking for example, how do different ontological views of leadership lead to different forms of identity work in leadership development? How do different diversity management discourses affect enactments of intersectionality? How do gendered intersections manifest in material and embodied terms? Or how visible or invisible are certain gendered intersections, and what are the prospects of emancipation from categories and inequalities across leadership development processes?
	In terms of practical implications, intersectionality is undeniably a messy, abstract paradigm when considered on its own, but in conjunction with the conjoined views of leadership development presented here, several practical avenues are worth briefly highlighting. 
	First, those involved in designing and evaluating leadership development programs can consider ways of ‘intersectionalising’ their content, processes, and features. These might well build on Kelan and Jones’ (2010) ‘subtle’ solutions to feminising MBA programs, but always treating gender in explicitly intersectional ways, avoiding solutions that simply reproduce gender binaries, and allowing more sophisticated political, economic, and cultural content to be accommodated. Exercises such as intersectional profiling of themselves, others, and role models, rotating intersectional group facilitations, and complex intersectional leadership case studies and cross-cultural leadership assignments in gender-sensitive contexts could all be designed and evaluated according to these principles. 
	Second, the current approach suggests that greater integration of intersecting HR practices surrounding leadership development can be fruitful; practices that on their own may be implemented in incomplete ways or not taken very seriously in the mainstream of issues. Thus diversity management initiatives, change management, issues of organisational structure, communications and design according to multiple identities, work-life balance or flexible working tools, and talent management approaches should all be kept in alignment with, and feed into leadership development programs. This in turn suggests new agentic roles and approaches for diversity officers, emergent leaders, HR staff, and other tempered radicals who can use their intersectionally gendered identities to fashion new opportunities for issue-selling and change agency at the intersections of HR practices concerning identity, diversity, leadership, and contextual inequalities.  
	Third, an intersectional approach to leadership development suggests novel ways of mapping the diversity-based priorities of organisational contexts, as opposed to just leaving equal opportunities, social justice, and diversity management as vague rhetoric, neglecting to identify specific issues that need managing more than others (Foster and Harris, 2005). Various organisational subgroups can be caucused in different permutations and combinations to map intersecting identities fully and work through conflicts (Fiol et al., 2009; Haslam, Eggins and Reynolds, 2003).  These caucusing processes can also help emergent leaders reconcile their personal identities and social identities in intersectionally complex ways, crafting identities and images of leadership that take diverse workforces in inspiring and unexpected directions. Intersectionality should have an intuitive appeal in redefining gendered forms of leadership, by making further valid references to the ‘super-diversity’ of the times we live in, created and reinforced by global, reciprocal patterns of transnational migration, multiple citizenships, and shifting, hybrid multicultural forms (Meissner and Vertovec, 2015; Vertovec, 2007). Increasingly, leaders and followers will self-consciously not wish to be ‘put in boxes’ by workplace policies and practices; and thus intersectional framings are arguably the best way to play to the strengths of these realities and try to represent them clearly, faithfully, and transparently. 

Conclusion
In conclusion, this paper treats gender and other social dimensions of diversity as a vital aspect of leadership development practice and elaborates the need to extend diversity beyond a conception of attributes as individual characteristics having unilateral impacts on organisations towards an intersectional perspective on gender’s interactions with a range of other identity-shaping conditions. Instead of focusing on singular differences only, intersectionality enables us to explicitly draw attention to a more nuanced view of unmarked, fluid, cross-cutting categories, but also without leaving the actions of the powerful, including any backlash, out of focus. In terms of gender itself, this actually moves the emphasis of leadership development programs, such as MBAs, beyond obvious women-only solutions (Kelan and Jones, 2010), calling for a more rounded analysis of various aspects of masculinity and femininity surrounding intersectionally diverse women and men. In turn, this stance serves to expose processes producing and reproducing gender (dis)advantage in class-based, race-driven, and other socially, culturally, politically, and institutionally configured ways (Choo and Ferree, 2010). The critical re-readings of overlapping literatures and resulting conceptual model we have presented also highlight how intersectionality itself can be topically intersectional when applied to a domain like leadership development, implicating intersecting ontological views of leadership, the working through of multiple identities, diversity management discourses, and intersectionality debates themselves. Our hope is that these intersectional mindsets can challenge isolated functionalist views of these areas, and guide future research and practice toward a more comprehensive yet parsimonious tightening of the critical connections among individual agency, organisational contexts, identities, and multi-dimensional social structures surrounding gendered leadership development. 
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Figure 1. Conceptual model of an intersectional theory of intersectionality and gendered leadership development.
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